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	Letter Dated September 9, 2022
	Comment CDFW-1
	Response CDFW-1
	Comment CDFW-2
	CDFW ROLE
	CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd...
	CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may need to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As proposed, for examp...
	Response CDFW-2
	CDFW roles and responsibilities as both a Trustee Agency and Responsible Agency are recognized. Findings and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected.
	Comment CDFW-3
	PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY
	The objective of the Project is to develop a single 750,000-square-foot industrial building within an approximately 43.28-acre site. The Project also includes two stormwater management basins that will be located at the Project site’s northeasterly (0...
	Location: The Project site is located in the western part of the City, which is within the Victor Valley region of San Bernardino County. The Project site is located at the northwest corner of Highway 395 and Poplar Street at a previous racetrack. The...
	Timeframe: The Project will be completed by 2024.
	Response CDFW-3
	The Project Description, Project site location, and assumed Project opening year as summarized by CDFW are materially correct. Please refer also to the detailed Project Description presented at DEIR Section 3, Project Description. Findings and conclus...
	Comment CDFW-4
	COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
	CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below, and in Attachment 1 “Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)”, to assist the City in adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, direct,...
	Response CDFW-4
	Responses to CDFW comments and recommendations are provided below. Revised mitigation as suggested by CDFW has been incorporated as presented below.
	Comment CDFW-5
	Western Joshua Tree (Yucca brevifolia)
	As a Candidate for Threatened California Endangered Species Act (CESA)-listed species, CDFW is concerned with the Projects potential impacts to the 65 western Joshua tree (WJT) identified by the DEIR. CDFW recommends that the City conduct an impact an...
	Furthermore, the final EIR should include: 1) an impact analysis assessing potential Project impacts to WJT within a 186-foot buffer zone of WJT (Vander Wall et al. 2006), 2) implementing a 300-foot buffer around WJT not scheduled for removal to avoid...
	CDFW appreciates the inclusion of MM BIO-4.7.1 which considers an Incidental Take Permit for take of WJT. CDFW offers the following revisions to MM BIO-4.7.1 (edits are in strikethrough and bold)
	MM BIO-4.7.1

	Response CDFW-5
	The candidacy status for listing WJT as a threatened species has been extended several times beyond the normal one-year review period. A final decision on WJT listing is tentatively scheduled to be made at the CDFW meeting in October 2022.  It is the ...
	Mitigation Measure 4.7.1 as revised by CDFW has been further modified to reflect current indeterminate status of the WJT listing, and is presented below. For text corrections, additional text is identified by bold underlined text, while deletions are ...
	With the inclusion of revised Mitigation Measure 4.7.1 above, DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.7.5 is no longer required, and has been deleted (see below).
	Additionally, the discussion at Biological Resources Assessment at p. 10 is updated as follows to reflect tentative status listing of WJT. Other potentially affected discussions in the DEIR and supporting technical analyses are amended accordingly by ...
	Comment CDFW-6
	Nesting Birds
	During the September 22, 2021, field surveys no active nests or birds displaying nesting behavior were observed, which is unsurprising since the field survey was conducted outside the typical breeding season for most birds. The DEIR recognizes that pl...
	The Biological Resources Assessment states that no raptors are expected to nest on- site due to lack of suitable nesting opportunities. Red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) has a range that overlaps the Project area, and commonly occurs near the Projec...
	To address the above issues and help the Project applicant avoid unlawful take of nests and eggs, CDFW offers the following revisions to MM BIO-4.7.2 (edits are in strikethrough and bold)
	MM BIO-4.7.2

	Response CDFW-6
	DEIR discussions of potential impacts to nesting birds as summarized by CDFW is materially correct. CDFW summary of Fish and Game Code rules and regulations prohibiting take of all nesting birds is recognized.  Mitigation Measure 4.7.2 has been revise...
	Comment CDFW-7
	Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia)
	CDFW understands that the Project site is fairly disturbed due to decades of recreational use. Because burrowing owl is commonly found in disturbed habitat and the Project site contains areas with suitable foraging and/or nesting habitat for burrowing...
	MM BIO-4.7.3

	Response CDFW-7
	DEIR discussions of potential impacts to burrowing owls as summarized by CDFW is materially correct. Mitigation Measure 4.7.3 has been revised as suggested by CDFW. The revised mitigation measure is incorporated at Final EIR Section 4.0, Mitigation Mo...
	Comment CDFW-8
	Response CDFW-8
	The City will consult early on with CDFW regarding Fish and Game Code section 1602 notification processes and compliance requirements. Mitigation Measure 4.7.4 has been revised as suggested by CDFW. The revised mitigation measure is incorporated at Fi...
	Comment CDFW-9
	Desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) and Mohave ground squirrel (Xerospermophilus mohavensis)
	The DEIR speculates that due to several decades of heavy recreational use of the site, desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel are not expected to occur. However, the Project is within the range and based on aerial imagery contains minimal potentia...
	MM BIO-4.7.5
	A qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys within the Project area and a 500-foot buffer surrounding these areas 14-21 days prior to initiating Project activities. The surveys shall be conducted to identify and map for avoidance of a...
	MM BIO-4.7.6
	A qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction sweeps within the Project area (including access routes) and a 500-foot buffer surrounding the Project areas, within 2 hours of initiating Project activities. The pre-construction sweeps shall confi...
	Response CDFW-9
	CDFW states that the DEIR “speculates” that due to decades use of the Project site for recreational uses, the desert tortoise and the Mojave ground squirrel are not expected to occur within the Project. The DEIR conclusion in this regard is not specul...
	Nonetheless, recognizing CDFW concerns regarding the [remote] potential for protected wildlife species to exist within the Project site, thorough pre-construction surveys for the desert tortoise and the Mojave ground squirrel will be conducted as sugg...
	Comment CDFW-10
	Special-Status Plants
	The DEIR states, “Of the 25 special-status plant species that have been recorded in the Project area, the only special-status plant species observed on-site during the field investigation was the Joshua tree”. CDFW is concerned that this conclusion wa...
	MM BIO-4.7.7
	Prior to the initiation of Project activities, and during the appropriate season, a qualified biologist shall conduct botanical field surveys following protocols set forth in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) 2018 Protocols for S...
	Response CDFW-10
	CDFW expresses concern that the Project Biological Resources Assessment conclusions regarding special-status plant species was . . . “based on a habitat assessment/field investigation that was conducted on September 22, 2021 considering various CDFW “...
	The Project Biological Resources Assessment conclusions are not based solely on the documented absence of Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities within the Project site. The Assessment conclusions are bolstered and s...
	Nonetheless, recognizing CDFW concerns regarding the [remote] potential for protected Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities to exist within the Project site, thorough pre-construction surveys for these plant communi...
	Comment CDFW-11
	ENVIRONMENTAL DATA
	CEQA requires that information developed in Environmental Impact Reports and Negative Declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. ...
	Response CDFW-11
	Any special-status species and natural communities detected during Project surveys will be reported to the CNDDB. CNDDB contact, information access, and information reporting information are noted. Findings and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected.
	Biological resources database reporting requirements are acknowledged. Consistent with Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e) requirements, any special status species and natural communities detected during Project surveys will be reported to the CNDDB.
	Comment CDFW-12
	FILING FEES
	The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental revie...
	Response CDFW-12
	CDFW NOD filing fees requirements are acknowledged. The Applicant will pay fees as required under Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089. Findings and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected.
	CONCLUSION
	CDFW requests that the City include in the final MND the suggested mitigation measures (Attachment 1) offered by CDFW to avoid, minimize, and mitigate Project impacts on California fish and wildlife resources.
	CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Dara Industrial Project (SCH No.2022040060) and hopes our comments will assist the City in identifying, avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating Project impacts on fish and wildlife resources.
	If you should have any questions pertaining to the comments provided in this letter, please contact Julian Potier, Environmental Scientist at julian.potier@wildlife.ca.gov.
	Response CDFW-13
	Additional and revised mitigation measures suggested by CDFW have been incorporated at FEIR Section 4.0, Mitigation Monitoring Program. Please refer to Mitigation Measures 4.7.1 through 4.7.7.
	The City appreciates CDFW participation in the Project and DEIR review processes. CDFW comments and concerns are addressed in the Reponses provided herein. CDFW contact information is acknowledged. Findings and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected.
	Comment CDFW-14
	ATTACHMENT 1: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)
	PURPOSE OF THE MMRP
	The purpose of the MMRP is to ensure compliance with mitigation measures during project implementation. Mitigation measures must be implemented within the time periods indicated in the table below.
	TABLE OF MITIGATION MEASURES
	The following items are identified for each mitigation measure: Mitigation Measure, Implementation Schedule, and Responsible Party. The Mitigation Measure column summarizes the mitigation requirements. The Implementation Schedule column shows the date...
	Letter Dated September 12, 2022
	Comment WQCB-1
	Response WQCB-1
	Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (WQCB) receipt of the DEIR, and authority and responsibility of the Water Board as a CEQA Responsible Agency are acknowledged. Stormwater management recommendations provided by WQCB are incorporated in the...
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	Comment WQCB-4
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	Letter Dated September 8, 2022
	Comment CBD-1
	Response CBD-1
	Comment CBD-2
	I. THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY DISCLOSE, ANALYZE, OR MITIGATE THE PROJECT’S IMPACTS.
	Response CBD-2
	Comment CBD-3
	II. THE DEIR’S ANALYSIS OF AND MITIGATION FOR THE PROJECT’S IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES IS INADEQUATE.
	A. The DEIR’s Analysis of and Mitigation for Impacts to the Western Joshua Tree is Inadequate.
	1. The Project Site Is Home to a Natural Community of Concern.


	Response CBD-3
	The Lead Agency disagrees with CBD assertions that the Project would “destroy” a natural community of concern. Approximately half of the western Joshua Trees (WJT) found on the Project site would be removed.1F   A corresponding approximately 50 acres ...
	Mitigation Measure 4.7.1 is presented at FEIR Section 4.0, Mitigation Monitoring Program. Please refer also to responses to CDFW comments presented in this FEIR. Findings and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected.
	Comment CBD-4
	2. The DEIR Does not Adequately Analyze the Project’s Significant Impacts on Western Joshua Trees.

	Response CBD-4
	Comment CBD-5
	a. Western Joshua Trees Are a Special Status Species, the Impacts to Which are Presumed to be Significant.

	Response CBD-5
	Comment CBD-6
	b. The DEIR Fails to Disclose the Baseline Environmental Conditions on the Project Site.

	Response CBD-6
	Comment CBD-7
	c. The DEIR Does not Adequately Analyze or Disclose the Extent of the Project’s Impacts to Joshua Trees and Joshua Tree Habitat.

	Response CBD-7
	CBD continues misrepresentation of the DEIR analysis of impacts to biological resources generally and impacts to WJT specifically. The Lead Agency disagrees with CBD characterization of the DEIR analyses. Required removal of WJT is expressly evaluated...
	With respect to habitat connectivity, populations of WJT are regionally pervasive as well as in the Project site vicinity. The Project site is within the south regional portion of WJT known to support an estimated 3,724,080 WJT, the largest regional p...
	Comment CBD-8
	3. Mitigation Measure 4.7.1 is Inadequate to Mitigate the Project’s Significant Impacts to Joshua Trees and Joshua Tree Habitat.

	Response CBD-8
	Comment CBD-9
	4. The DEIR Fails to Consider Other, Feasible Mitigation Measures to Reduce the Project’s Significant Impacts to Joshua Trees and Joshua Tree Habitat.

	Response CBD-9
	Comment CBD-10
	B. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Describe the Environmental Baseline for Various Other Species.

	Response CBD-10
	Comment CBD-11
	C. The DEIR Fails to Identify and Analyze Direct and Indirect Impacts to Other Species.

	Response CBD-11
	Comment CBD-12
	II. THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ANALYZE AND MITIGATE THE PROJECT’S GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS.
	Response CBD-12
	Comment CBD-13
	A. Climate Change Is a Catastrophic and Pressing Threat to California.

	Response CBD-13
	Comment CBD-14
	B. The EIR’s Use of a 100,000 MTCO2e Annual Emissions Threshold of Significance for GHG Emissions Drastically Downplays the Project’s Significant Impacts and Is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence.

	Response CBD-14
	It is also nonetheless true that the Project GHG emissions (approximately 8,383.61 MT CO2e/yr without accounting for current regulatory requirements; approximately 7,044.60 MT CO2e/yr with implementation of current regulatory requirements) would not e...
	For clarity, the discussion of MDQMD thresholds presented in the DEIR at pp 4.4-37, 4.4-48 has been deleted, as presented below. Related discussions such as may appear elsewhere in the DEIR and supporting technical analyses are amended accordingly by ...
	Level of Significance: Less-Than-Significant.


	Comment CBD-15
	C. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Disclose and Underestimates the Project’s Already Significant GHG Impacts.

	Response CBD-15
	Comment CBD-16
	D. Because the DEIR Improperly Found that the Project’s GHG Emissions Were Less Than Significant, It Failed to Consider, Much Less Adopt, Feasible Mitigation Measures to Reduce or Avoid the Project’s GHG Impacts.

	Response CBD-16
	Comment CBD-17
	IV. THE DEIR’S ANALYSIS OF AND MITIGATION FOR THE PROJECT’S IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY IS INADEQUATE.
	Response CBD-17
	Comment CBD-18
	A. The DEIR Relies on Inappropriate Thresholds of Significance and Therefore Erroneously Concludes the Project Would Not Have Significant Impacts Relating to Air Quality.

	Response CBD-18
	Comment CBD-19
	B. The DEIR Underestimates the Project’s Already Significant Air Quality.

	Response CBD-19
	Comment CBD-20
	C. Because the DEIR Improperly Found that the Project’s Air Quality Emissions Were Less Than Significant, It Failed to Consider, Much Less Adopt, Feasible Mitigation Measures to Reduce or Avoid the Project’s Air Quality Impacts.
	Recommended Construction Measures
	Recommended Operation Measures
	Recommended Construction Measures
	Recommended Operation Measures

	Response CBD-20
	Comment CBD-21
	V. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
	Response CBD-21
	Comment CBD-22
	VI. THE REIR [sic] MUST BE RECIRCULATED.
	Response CBD-22
	Comment CBD-23
	VII. CONCLUSION
	Response CBD-23
	Email Dated September 13, 2022
	Comment AS-1
	Response AS-1
	The commenter does not express specific concerns regarding the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are required. Results and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected. Point of contact is noted.

	Section 2 Revisions and Errata.pdf
	For clarity, the discussion of MDQMD thresholds presented in the EIR at pp 4.4-37, 4.4-48 has been deleted, as presented below. Related discussions such as may appear elsewhere in the EIR and supporting technical analyses are amended accordingly by re...
	Level of Significance: Less-Than-Significant.

	Revised Mitigation Measures 4.7.1 through 4.7.7 are incorporated at Final EIR Section 4.0, Mitigation Monitoring Program. Findings and conclusions of the EIR are not affected.
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	Comment CDFW-1
	Response CDFW-1
	Comment CDFW-2
	CDFW ROLE
	CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd...
	CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may need to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As proposed, for examp...
	Response CDFW-2
	CDFW roles and responsibilities as both a Trustee Agency and Responsible Agency are recognized. Findings and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected.
	Comment CDFW-3
	PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY
	The objective of the Project is to develop a single 750,000-square-foot industrial building within an approximately 43.28-acre site. The Project also includes two stormwater management basins that will be located at the Project site’s northeasterly (0...
	Location: The Project site is located in the western part of the City, which is within the Victor Valley region of San Bernardino County. The Project site is located at the northwest corner of Highway 395 and Poplar Street at a previous racetrack. The...
	Timeframe: The Project will be completed by 2024.
	Response CDFW-3
	The Project Description, Project site location, and assumed Project opening year as summarized by CDFW are materially correct. Please refer also to the detailed Project Description presented at DEIR Section 3, Project Description. Findings and conclus...
	Comment CDFW-4
	COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
	CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below, and in Attachment 1 “Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)”, to assist the City in adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, direct,...
	Response CDFW-4
	Responses to CDFW comments and recommendations are provided below. Revised mitigation as suggested by CDFW has been incorporated as presented below.
	Comment CDFW-5
	Western Joshua Tree (Yucca brevifolia)
	As a Candidate for Threatened California Endangered Species Act (CESA)-listed species, CDFW is concerned with the Projects potential impacts to the 65 western Joshua tree (WJT) identified by the DEIR. CDFW recommends that the City conduct an impact an...
	Furthermore, the final EIR should include: 1) an impact analysis assessing potential Project impacts to WJT within a 186-foot buffer zone of WJT (Vander Wall et al. 2006), 2) implementing a 300-foot buffer around WJT not scheduled for removal to avoid...
	CDFW appreciates the inclusion of MM BIO-4.7.1 which considers an Incidental Take Permit for take of WJT. CDFW offers the following revisions to MM BIO-4.7.1 (edits are in strikethrough and bold)
	MM BIO-4.7.1

	Response CDFW-5
	The candidacy status for listing WJT as a threatened species has been extended several times beyond the normal one-year review period. A final decision on WJT listing is tentatively scheduled to be made at the CDFW meeting in October 2022.  It is the ...
	Mitigation Measure 4.7.1 as revised by CDFW has been further modified to reflect current indeterminate status of the WJT listing, and is presented below. For text corrections, additional text is identified by bold underlined text, while deletions are ...
	With the inclusion of revised Mitigation Measure 4.7.1 above, DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.7.5 is no longer required, and has been deleted (see below).
	Additionally, the discussion at Biological Resources Assessment at p. 10 is updated as follows to reflect tentative status listing of WJT. Other potentially affected discussions in the DEIR and supporting technical analyses are amended accordingly by ...
	Comment CDFW-6
	Nesting Birds
	During the September 22, 2021, field surveys no active nests or birds displaying nesting behavior were observed, which is unsurprising since the field survey was conducted outside the typical breeding season for most birds. The DEIR recognizes that pl...
	The Biological Resources Assessment states that no raptors are expected to nest on- site due to lack of suitable nesting opportunities. Red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) has a range that overlaps the Project area, and commonly occurs near the Projec...
	To address the above issues and help the Project applicant avoid unlawful take of nests and eggs, CDFW offers the following revisions to MM BIO-4.7.2 (edits are in strikethrough and bold)
	MM BIO-4.7.2

	Response CDFW-6
	DEIR discussions of potential impacts to nesting birds as summarized by CDFW is materially correct. CDFW summary of Fish and Game Code rules and regulations prohibiting take of all nesting birds is recognized.  Mitigation Measure 4.7.2 has been revise...
	Comment CDFW-7
	Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia)
	CDFW understands that the Project site is fairly disturbed due to decades of recreational use. Because burrowing owl is commonly found in disturbed habitat and the Project site contains areas with suitable foraging and/or nesting habitat for burrowing...
	MM BIO-4.7.3

	Response CDFW-7
	DEIR discussions of potential impacts to burrowing owls as summarized by CDFW is materially correct. Mitigation Measure 4.7.3 has been revised as suggested by CDFW. The revised mitigation measure is incorporated at Final EIR Section 4.0, Mitigation Mo...
	Comment CDFW-8
	Response CDFW-8
	The City will consult early on with CDFW regarding Fish and Game Code section 1602 notification processes and compliance requirements. Mitigation Measure 4.7.4 has been revised as suggested by CDFW. The revised mitigation measure is incorporated at Fi...
	Comment CDFW-9
	Desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) and Mohave ground squirrel (Xerospermophilus mohavensis)
	The DEIR speculates that due to several decades of heavy recreational use of the site, desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel are not expected to occur. However, the Project is within the range and based on aerial imagery contains minimal potentia...
	MM BIO-4.7.5
	A qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys within the Project area and a 500-foot buffer surrounding these areas 14-21 days prior to initiating Project activities. The surveys shall be conducted to identify and map for avoidance of a...
	MM BIO-4.7.6
	A qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction sweeps within the Project area (including access routes) and a 500-foot buffer surrounding the Project areas, within 2 hours of initiating Project activities. The pre-construction sweeps shall confi...
	Response CDFW-9
	CDFW states that the DEIR “speculates” that due to decades use of the Project site for recreational uses, the desert tortoise and the Mojave ground squirrel are not expected to occur within the Project. The DEIR conclusion in this regard is not specul...
	Nonetheless, recognizing CDFW concerns regarding the [remote] potential for protected wildlife species to exist within the Project site, thorough pre-construction surveys for the desert tortoise and the Mojave ground squirrel will be conducted as sugg...
	Comment CDFW-10
	Special-Status Plants
	The DEIR states, “Of the 25 special-status plant species that have been recorded in the Project area, the only special-status plant species observed on-site during the field investigation was the Joshua tree”. CDFW is concerned that this conclusion wa...
	MM BIO-4.7.7
	Prior to the initiation of Project activities, and during the appropriate season, a qualified biologist shall conduct botanical field surveys following protocols set forth in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) 2018 Protocols for S...
	Response CDFW-10
	CDFW expresses concern that the Project Biological Resources Assessment conclusions regarding special-status plant species was . . . “based on a habitat assessment/field investigation that was conducted on September 22, 2021 considering various CDFW “...
	The Project Biological Resources Assessment conclusions are not based solely on the documented absence of Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities within the Project site. The Assessment conclusions are bolstered and s...
	Nonetheless, recognizing CDFW concerns regarding the [remote] potential for protected Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities to exist within the Project site, thorough pre-construction surveys for these plant communi...
	Comment CDFW-11
	ENVIRONMENTAL DATA
	CEQA requires that information developed in Environmental Impact Reports and Negative Declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. ...
	Response CDFW-11
	Any special-status species and natural communities detected during Project surveys will be reported to the CNDDB. CNDDB contact, information access, and information reporting information are noted. Findings and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected.
	Biological resources database reporting requirements are acknowledged. Consistent with Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e) requirements, any special status species and natural communities detected during Project surveys will be reported to the CNDDB.
	Comment CDFW-12
	FILING FEES
	The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental revie...
	Response CDFW-12
	CDFW NOD filing fees requirements are acknowledged. The Applicant will pay fees as required under Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089. Findings and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected.
	CONCLUSION
	CDFW requests that the City include in the final MND the suggested mitigation measures (Attachment 1) offered by CDFW to avoid, minimize, and mitigate Project impacts on California fish and wildlife resources.
	CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Dara Industrial Project (SCH No.2022040060) and hopes our comments will assist the City in identifying, avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating Project impacts on fish and wildlife resources.
	If you should have any questions pertaining to the comments provided in this letter, please contact Julian Potier, Environmental Scientist at julian.potier@wildlife.ca.gov.
	Response CDFW-13
	Additional and revised mitigation measures suggested by CDFW have been incorporated at FEIR Section 4.0, Mitigation Monitoring Program. Please refer to Mitigation Measures 4.7.1 through 4.7.7.
	The City appreciates CDFW participation in the Project and DEIR review processes. CDFW comments and concerns are addressed in the Reponses provided herein. CDFW contact information is acknowledged. Findings and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected.
	Comment CDFW-14
	ATTACHMENT 1: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)
	PURPOSE OF THE MMRP
	The purpose of the MMRP is to ensure compliance with mitigation measures during project implementation. Mitigation measures must be implemented within the time periods indicated in the table below.
	TABLE OF MITIGATION MEASURES
	The following items are identified for each mitigation measure: Mitigation Measure, Implementation Schedule, and Responsible Party. The Mitigation Measure column summarizes the mitigation requirements. The Implementation Schedule column shows the date...
	Letter Dated September 12, 2022
	Comment WQCB-1
	Response WQCB-1
	Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (WQCB) receipt of the DEIR, and authority and responsibility of the Water Board as a CEQA Responsible Agency are acknowledged. Stormwater management recommendations provided by WQCB are incorporated in the...
	Comment WQCB-2
	Response WQCB-2
	Comment WQCB-3
	Response WQCB-3
	Comment WQCB-4
	Response WQCB-4
	Comment WQCB-5
	Response WQCB-5
	Comment WQCB-6
	Response WQCB-6
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	Letter Dated September 8, 2022
	Comment CBD-1
	Response CBD-1
	Comment CBD-2
	I. THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY DISCLOSE, ANALYZE, OR MITIGATE THE PROJECT’S IMPACTS.
	Response CBD-2
	Comment CBD-3
	II. THE DEIR’S ANALYSIS OF AND MITIGATION FOR THE PROJECT’S IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES IS INADEQUATE.
	A. The DEIR’s Analysis of and Mitigation for Impacts to the Western Joshua Tree is Inadequate.
	1. The Project Site Is Home to a Natural Community of Concern.


	Response CBD-3
	The Lead Agency disagrees with CBD assertions that the Project would “destroy” a natural community of concern. Approximately half of the western Joshua Trees (WJT) found on the Project site would be removed.1F   A corresponding approximately 50 acres ...
	Mitigation Measure 4.7.1 is presented at FEIR Section 4.0, Mitigation Monitoring Program. Please refer also to responses to CDFW comments presented in this FEIR. Findings and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected.
	Comment CBD-4
	2. The DEIR Does not Adequately Analyze the Project’s Significant Impacts on Western Joshua Trees.

	Response CBD-4
	Comment CBD-5
	a. Western Joshua Trees Are a Special Status Species, the Impacts to Which are Presumed to be Significant.

	Response CBD-5
	Comment CBD-6
	b. The DEIR Fails to Disclose the Baseline Environmental Conditions on the Project Site.

	Response CBD-6
	Comment CBD-7
	c. The DEIR Does not Adequately Analyze or Disclose the Extent of the Project’s Impacts to Joshua Trees and Joshua Tree Habitat.

	Response CBD-7
	CBD continues misrepresentation of the DEIR analysis of impacts to biological resources generally and impacts to WJT specifically. The Lead Agency disagrees with CBD characterization of the DEIR analyses. Required removal of WJT is expressly evaluated...
	With respect to habitat connectivity, populations of WJT are regionally pervasive as well as in the Project site vicinity. The Project site is within the south regional portion of WJT known to support an estimated 3,724,080 WJT, the largest regional p...
	Comment CBD-8
	3. Mitigation Measure 4.7.1 is Inadequate to Mitigate the Project’s Significant Impacts to Joshua Trees and Joshua Tree Habitat.

	Response CBD-8
	Comment CBD-9
	4. The DEIR Fails to Consider Other, Feasible Mitigation Measures to Reduce the Project’s Significant Impacts to Joshua Trees and Joshua Tree Habitat.

	Response CBD-9
	Comment CBD-10
	B. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Describe the Environmental Baseline for Various Other Species.

	Response CBD-10
	Comment CBD-11
	C. The DEIR Fails to Identify and Analyze Direct and Indirect Impacts to Other Species.

	Response CBD-11
	Comment CBD-12
	II. THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ANALYZE AND MITIGATE THE PROJECT’S GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS.
	Response CBD-12
	Comment CBD-13
	A. Climate Change Is a Catastrophic and Pressing Threat to California.

	Response CBD-13
	Comment CBD-14
	B. The EIR’s Use of a 100,000 MTCO2e Annual Emissions Threshold of Significance for GHG Emissions Drastically Downplays the Project’s Significant Impacts and Is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence.

	Response CBD-14
	It is also nonetheless true that the Project GHG emissions (approximately 8,383.61 MT CO2e/yr without accounting for current regulatory requirements; approximately 7,044.60 MT CO2e/yr with implementation of current regulatory requirements) would not e...
	For clarity, the discussion of MDQMD thresholds presented in the DEIR at pp 4.4-37, 4.4-48 has been deleted, as presented below. Related discussions such as may appear elsewhere in the DEIR and supporting technical analyses are amended accordingly by ...
	Level of Significance: Less-Than-Significant.


	Comment CBD-15
	C. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Disclose and Underestimates the Project’s Already Significant GHG Impacts.

	Response CBD-15
	Comment CBD-16
	D. Because the DEIR Improperly Found that the Project’s GHG Emissions Were Less Than Significant, It Failed to Consider, Much Less Adopt, Feasible Mitigation Measures to Reduce or Avoid the Project’s GHG Impacts.

	Response CBD-16
	Comment CBD-17
	IV. THE DEIR’S ANALYSIS OF AND MITIGATION FOR THE PROJECT’S IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY IS INADEQUATE.
	Response CBD-17
	Comment CBD-18
	A. The DEIR Relies on Inappropriate Thresholds of Significance and Therefore Erroneously Concludes the Project Would Not Have Significant Impacts Relating to Air Quality.

	Response CBD-18
	Comment CBD-19
	B. The DEIR Underestimates the Project’s Already Significant Air Quality.

	Response CBD-19
	Comment CBD-20
	C. Because the DEIR Improperly Found that the Project’s Air Quality Emissions Were Less Than Significant, It Failed to Consider, Much Less Adopt, Feasible Mitigation Measures to Reduce or Avoid the Project’s Air Quality Impacts.
	Recommended Construction Measures
	Recommended Operation Measures
	Recommended Construction Measures
	Recommended Operation Measures

	Response CBD-20
	Comment CBD-21
	V. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
	Response CBD-21
	Comment CBD-22
	VI. THE REIR [sic] MUST BE RECIRCULATED.
	Response CBD-22
	Comment CBD-23
	VII. CONCLUSION
	Response CBD-23
	Letter #1 Dated August 29, 2022
	Comment ABJC1-1
	Response ABJC1-1
	The commenter does not express specific concerns regarding the DEIR. The commenter has been added to the Lead Agency’s notification list for Project environmental documents, public notices, public hearings, and notices of determination. Communications...
	Letter #2 Dated August 29, 2022
	Comment ABJC2-1
	Response ABJC2-1
	The commenter does not express specific concerns regarding the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are required. Results and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected. Point of contact is noted.
	Letter #3 Dated August 29, 2022
	Comment ABJC3-1
	Response ABJC3-1
	The commenter does not express specific concerns regarding the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are required. Results and conclusions of the DEIR are not affected. Point of contact is noted.
	Email Dated September 13, 2022
	Comment AS-1
	Response AS-1
	The commenter does not express specific concerns regarding the DEIR. The commenter has been added to the Lead Agency’s notification list for Project environmental documents, public notices, public hearings, and notices of determination. Communications...




